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The National Science Foundation's (SF) Office of
Fnergy R and D Policy awarded a 1974 grant to George Washington
University for energy policy research. The initial gran' to the
unsolicited proposal and a 12-month renewal were awarded for a
series of discussion papers on Federal gas and oil. policies and
consultation. Findings/Conclusions: Evaluation of the research
proposal was not done by qualified personnel, or under
established guidelines. Some of the reviewing personnel ad a
prior employment relationship with the principal investigator
(Dr. illiam A. Johnson). Additional outside funding came from
two interest groups of oil arketing companies. The broad grant
objective of preparing the papers and aintaining contact with
the NSF were met, but their quality o utility were not
determined. Recommendations: NSF should issue a policy
directive on how outside funding should be considered in a grant
award decision to guard against potential conflicts of interest.
It should establish formal policy for evaluating research,
including peer reviews of proposals, and timely postevaluation;
make its research available through the National Technical
Information Service; formally evaluate discussion papers;
determine the need for formal evaluation of other recent policy
research; require a statement of Foundation support and a
disclaimer on its publications; and disclose all funding sources
of NSF supported research. Grantees should get formal approval
for commercia3 publication of research and the Foundation should
fix the disposition of moneys from the sale of publications.
(DJ)
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The Honor:ble Edward M. Kennedy
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on

the National Science Foundation
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
United States Senate

i)ear Mr. Chairman:

In accordance with your August 24, 1976, request and
later agreements with your office, we reviewed a number of
management issues concerning the National Science Founda-
tion's award and administration of a September 5, 1974,
grant to the George Washington University, Washington, D.C.,
for energy policy research. Dr. William A. Johnson was
principal investigator under the grant. As directed by your
office, we obtained the views informally only of Foundation
officials on our findings, and their comments are considered
in the report. OuL findings are summarized below and dis-
cussed in more detail in the enclosure.

The initial grant to the university and a 12-month
renewal approved on June 30, 1975, were awarded by the
Foundation's Office of Energy R&D Policy. At hat time the
Office was part of the Foundation Director's office. Its
primary mission was to provide the Director, in his role as
the President's Science Adviser, with information on energy-
reiated matters. The grant resulted from an unsolicited
proposal y the university, requesting funds to suppoLt the
work of Dr. Johnson. Under the grant, he was to prepare a
series of discussion papers on Federal gas and oil policies
and to be available for consultation. The proposal was pre-
ceded by a preliminary discussion between the Office and
Dr. Johnson, in which they agreed on the content of the pro-
posal to be submitted.

The Office did not have written guidelines for evaluat-
ing research proposals. Review methods were determined by
the Founiation's program manager evaluating the proposal.
The Fourdation traditionally obtains views of outside ex-
perts in the subject area of the proposal; however, the
Foundation decides whether to fund the proposal. The re-
viewers of the initial proposal and the renewal were largely
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Office and other Foundation employees. Except for Treasury
Department employees, the reviewers selected did not nclude
policy decisionmakers or representatives from other overn-
ment agencies and private industry with knowledge of and a
probable interest in energy policy research. In addition,
some reviewers and the initial Foundation program manager
had had a prior employment relationship with the principal
investigator.

A September 1976 Foundation management study which in-
cluded the Office's operating procedures stated that the
traditional peer review procedures were regarded as inappro-
priate for the policy analysis carried out by the Office.
This was because the Office usually had to respond quickly
to a specific request from a policy decision office, uch as
the White House. The study also noted that external peer
review, w!hich usually takes 2 to 4 months, was considered
inappropriate to meet deadlines that were often stated in
days or weeks. Further, according to former Office offi-
cials, research proposal reviews were usually handled by
Office staff who understood the need for the research and
were often the users of it.

No evidence in the Foundation's grant records showed
that the proposed research was in response to a specific re-
quest from outside the Foundation. Apparently the Office was
the intended immediate user, although no formal Foundation
records show how the research was used. Also, regarding the
time frame, both the initial and renewal grants were made for
12-month periods.

The reviewers were given the proposals and a rating
sheet, but were apparently not given guidelines to help them
consider the meritr of the proposals. Officials of several
Foundation directorates 1/ said they usually provide general
guidelines that ask the reviewer to consider such factors as
merit of the proposal, reasonableness of the budget, and
qualifications of the project personnel. The reviewers rated
the initial proposal and the renewal high. However, the re-
viewers raised some questions and the disposition of the
questions is not documented in the Foundation's grant records.

/rThe Foundation has six major organizational units (called
directorates) for carrying out its research activities.
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Management instructions issued and organization changes
made since the initial grant and renewal were awarded to the
George Washington University should improve the proposal re-
view process. These changes include (1) transferring the
Office's functions to the Directorate for Scientific, Tech-
nological and International Affairs, which will provide addi-
tional levels of grant review and a more formal review proc-
ess, (2) creating an action review board 1/ within each direc-
torate to review decisions on grant awards, including their
documentation, and (3) issuing oundation-wide guidelines on
peer reviewer selection, including instructions to the re-
viewers.

Both the initial proposal and the renewal said there
would be outside support for the project, but neither iden-
tified the source. Apparently none of the reviewers of the
initial proposal asked about outside funding; however, a re-
viewer of the renewal proposal asked that the source be con-
sidered ir making certain that the study was independent.
The program manager could not remember how he handled the
comment; however, he believed that the fact of outside sup-
port was rot a principal concern, because Foundation grantees
commonly have other support. Dr. Johnson sid the Foundation
did not inquire about the source of his outside funding at
the time of the initial proposal or the renewal.

The university's records show that for September 1,
1974, to August 31, 1975, te university receive $110,000
to support Dr. Johnson's work. The funds included the Foun-
dation's initial grant for $60,000 and a grant by a group
of oil marketing companies known as the Independent Oil
Marketers' Conference for $50,000. For September 1, 1975,
to August 31, 1976, the university received additional fund-
ing of $145,000. These funds consisted of the Foundation's
renewal for $70,000, 2/ a second grant by the Independent

1/The Directorate for Scientific, Technological and Inter-
nat:ional Affairs' action review board was formalized on
January 23, 1976. Its functions were to include a review
of all proposed awards after recommended approval by the
division irector. Board membership includes top manage-
ment of t,, directorate and legal and business representa-
tives from other Foundation offices.

2/Includes $20,000 transferred from the Treasury Department
to the Foundation to help support the Foundation's energy
policy research project.

3



B-133183

Oil Marketers' Conference for $35,000, and a grant by another
group of marketers known as the Southern Caucus for $40,000.
As of January 7, 1977, the Foundation was considering a June
1976 request from the university for an additional $35,000
to support the project for 12 more months.

The grants from the marketing groups were given to the
university unconditionally to support Dr. Johnson's work.
The university decided to use the gants to fulfill the cost-
sharing requirements of the Foundation's grants for energy
policy research. The Foundation's grants to the university
used funds obtained under its fiscal year 1975 appropriation,
which required cost-sharing for wards resulting from un-
solicited research proposals.

On September 10, 1976, the Foundation issued a directive
requiring applicants for funding to furnish information on
current support and pending proposals with other funding
sources. However, the directive does not prescribe guidelines
concerning the effect the source of the outside funding should
have when the proposal is considered. If the researcher is
overcommitted or has a similar proposal under consideration,
prudent management should dictate the actions to be taken.
The iopact of the funding source can be an issue more diffi-
cult to resolve.

We recommend that the Foundation's Director issue a
policy directive providing guidance on how the source of
outside funding should be considered in a gran' award deci-
sion. Outside funding from organizations that could be af-
fected by the research might not influence the researcher in
,making his study. However, it could lead to conflict-of-
interest questions that might reduce the usefulness of the
research. We recognize that obtaining experts to do sensi-
tive policy research who have not been supported or otherwise
affiliated with a concerned industry or organization might be
difficult. Thus, the source of outside funding to support a
specific research proposal could be largely an academic ques-
tion. Nevertheless, the Foundation should be cautious in
funding researchers to do sensitive policy research and try
to avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest. Improved
evaluation of the research proposal and evaluation of the
research publications resulting directly from Foundation-
supported policy research would also better insure that the
research is useful. (See the recommendations below concer,-
ing evaluation.)
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The broad grant objectives of preparing series of
discussion papers and providing consultation and otherwise
maintaining contact with the Pundation were met. Because
of inadequate Foundation grant records, we could ret deter-
mine whether the specific papers prepared by the researcher
under the grant were those agreed to by the Foundation. The
quality c the papers had not been formally determined by
the Foundation, and the usefulness of the papers to the
Office staff, the apparent intended users, is not documented
in the Foundation's records.

Recently established management controls will provide
for improved grant administration, including better documen-tation of proje:t activities and records of papers submitted
under a grant. However, pclicies and procedures for formally
evaluating policy research supported by the Directorate for
Scientific, Technological and International Affair3 do not
exist. We believe that decisionmakers, the ultimate users
of policy research, should know the quality of information
they are receiving and tnat certainly the Foundation should
make sure of the quality of information it passes on to them.
Documented evaluations of publications resulting directly
from Foundation-supported policy research are necessary to
implement these quality controls.

We recommend that the Directcr of the Foundation:

-- Establish formal policies and procedures for the
evaluation of policy research, inc'uding peer reviews
of the research proposal that provide a balance of
points of view, and timely postevaluation by peers of
publications resulting directly from Foundation-
supported research.

--Require that eluations of Foundation-supported
policy research be made available for distribution
through the National Technical Information Service.

-- Provide for a fo:mal evaluation of the discussion
papers prepared under the Foundation's energy policy
grants to the university.

-- Determine the need for formal evaluation of other
recently completed policy research, considering the
sensitivity of the subject matter and its distribution
and use.

5
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The grants to the university were subject to Foundation
policy requiring that (1) an acknowledgment of its support
be made with the publication of material based on or developed
under the project and (2) any publications, such as monographs
and books, produced under the grant state that the findings
and views ae those of the author and do not necessarily re-
flect the Foundation's views. The requirements were not
consistently applied i the publications issued under the
Foundation's grants to the university in that some papers
omitted one or both of the statements. Also, where the ac-
knowledgment of Foundation support was used, it stated the
work was supported in part by the Foundation, or the work
was supported in full by the Foundation.

The Foundation's policy requirement, as stated in its
grant administration manual, provided only suggested state-
ments. To provide uniformity the Foundation has recently
established a standard format for the statements. Procedures
to make certain that the statements appear in publications
have not been established. We recommend that the Foundation's
Director require that program managers examine publications
directly resulting from Foundation-supported policy research
before their public release ro check for compliance with the
acknowledgment of support and disclaimer pclicy.

Questions have beeli raised over the propriety of not dis-
closing all sources of funding for publications resulting from
Foundation-supported policy research. As of January 7, 1977,
the Foundation had not taken a position on this issue. liWe
believe cost-sharing obtained from sources that could be
affected by the research results should be avoided. Dis-
closure of all sources supporting the rsearch would serve
notice to users who might believe the source of funding af-
fects the outcome of the research. However, it should be
recognized that a researcher not receiving direct outside
support from interested sources to help do Foundation-
supported research might receive payments from interested
parties for speeches, consulting, or other services while
doing a Foundation-supported project. Further, before being
funded by the Foundation, the researcher might have received
funding from interested sources for various services, and
upon completing a Foundation-supported project, the researcher
might again be employed by interested sources.

As previously stated, we believe evaluation is the prin-
cipal way to determine the quality of Foundation-supported
research. Also, policy research publications resulting
directly fr.m Foui._ation support could cite a bibliography of
the researcher's recent related publications that the
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interested user could obtain to learn about the researcher's
prior positions.

We recommend that the Director of the Foundation:

-- Require that the Foundation's acknowledgement of
support policy be revised to require disclosure ofall funding sources of Foundation-supported research.

-- Determine the feasibility of requiring that policy
research publications developed with Foundation
support include citations to related research of the
principal investigator.

The university realized about $15,000 from the sale ofpublications developed partly under the Foundation's energy
policy grants. Publication costs were about $11,000, leavinga $4,000 net income. All costs and receipts were handledthrough the Independent Oil Marketers' Conference grant,except costs of about $525 charged to the Southern Caucusgrant. These grants were used by the university as therequired cost-sharing for the Foundation's grants. Nearlyall the income came from the sale of a monograph about com-petition in the oi' industry, which was distributed byDr. Johnson. The related costs were largely for producing
the monograph, which was contracted for by Dr. Johnson.

The Foundation, in reviewing the university's researchproposals, apparently determined there was no income poten-tial because the discussion papers were to be used by theFoundation. Therefore, no specific rovision was made inthe initial grant or the renewal for disposition of income.Foundation income policy provides that normally income beused to offset costs otherwise allowable and chargeable tothe grant. If estimated total income is more than $10,000,the income not used as provided for in the grant would bereturned. If estimated total income is less than $10,000,
the grant may provide the unused income be retained by thegrantee for science or science education purposes. TheFoundation also requires prior approval of commercial produc-tion and distribution of books, films, or similar materialsdeveloped with its support. The publication and distributionarrangements for publications resulting in part from theFoundation's grants to the university were not formally ap-proved by the Foundation and might not have been approved
orally.
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University records show that te Foundation has con-
tributed over 50 percent of the grant funds for the univer-
sity's energy research project and has been charged withabout 50 percent of the total project costs. Since the
Foundation pays a large part of the research costs and itmight not have had the opportunity to consider the publica-
tion and distribution arrangements, it ought to be able todetermine the disposition of at least some of the net incomeresulting from the sale of publications developed with itssupport.

We recommend that the Director of the Foundation:

-- Require grant recipients, as a condition of the award,to (1) obtain the Foundation's written approval of
commercial publication and distribution arrangements
for publications resulting directly from the Founda-
tion's support and (2) allow the Foundation to deter-
mine the diposition of all income resulting from thesale of sch publications.

-- Consult wih the university to provide for dsposition
by the Foundation of an equitable share of the net in-
come from the sale of publications developed under the
Foundation's energy policy grants to the university.

-- Specifically provide for the disposition of income in
the energy policy grant to the university, if the
grant is renewed.

We found that payments charged to the Foundation for theprincipal investigator's salary were in accordance with thebudgets approved by the Foundation for its initial grant andrenewal and the percentage of the researcher's time to bedevoted to the Foundation's grants.

We did not find any evidence in the Foundation's or theuniversity's grant records that Foundation employees servedas consultants. Foundation policy prohibits its employees
from serving as consultants under its grants but allows otherFederal employees to do so. Other Federal employees wereused as consultants and their services were approved by theirsuperiors.

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganiza-tion Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to
submit a written statement on actions taken on our recom-mendations to the House and Senate Committees on Government
Operations not later than 60 days after the date of the
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report and to the House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions with the agency's first request for appropriations
made more than 60 days after the date of the report. We
will be in touch with your office in the near future to
arrange for release of the report so that the requirements
of section 236 can be set in motion.

S yours,

Comptroller General
of the United States

Enclosure
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MANAGEMENT OF A NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

OFFICE OF LNERGY R&D POLICY

GRANT TO THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY:

QUESTIONS, ANSWERS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

On August 24, 1376, the Chairman, Special Subcommitteeon the National Science Foundation, Senate Committee on Laborand Public Welfare, requested that we review the proceduresused by the Foundation in granting $130,000 to the GeorgeWashington University, Washington, D.C., for the preparationof a series of papers on Federal oil and gas policies. Thesepapers were to provide information and analyses to assist tnePresident's Science Adviser (the Foundation's Director) inrecommending appropriate Federal actions in the oil and gassegment of energy policy. Dr. William A. Johnson was theprincipal investigator under the grant.

The Chairman's primary concerns were that:

--The grant application said there would be other sourcesof support, but the Foundation made no effort to deter-mine the sources of outside funding.

-- Subcommittee inquiries showed the outside funding camefrom elements of the oil industry holding well-definedpositions on divestiture and other subjects of the re-searcher's inquiries.

- Among the Federal employees selected by the Foundationto review the research proposal, two had worked underthe researcher and another had een his superior.

--The opinion of only one reviewer who was not an em-ployee of the Treasury Department or the Foundation
was sought before the grant award.

-- The oil industry used the researcher's work in itsadvertisements urging opposition to divestiture, butthe work did not disclose all sources of funding.

Pursuant to the Chairman's letter and later agreements
with his office, we:

1
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-- Examined the policies and procedures used by the
Foundation's Office of Energy R&D Policy in awarding
the initial grant in 1974 and a 1975 renewal as well
as policies and procedures currently used in evaluat-
ing research proposals.

--deermined if the peer reviewers selected to evaluate
the grant proposals included representatives of
organizations likely to be interested in the research
and examined the guidance given the reviewers and the
Foundation's disposition of their comments.

--Determined the extent that the Foundation considered
utsiae funding in reviewing the grant proposals and

Identified the applicable Foundation policies and
procedures.

-- Determined whether the research papers prepared under
the grants met the grant objectives.

-- Ascertained whether the Foundation evaluated the re-
search papers.

-- Determined the Foundation's planned use of the re-
search papers and the general use and distribution of
them.

-- Checked all research papers prepar:ed under the grants
for compliance with Foundation policy concerning ac-
knowledgment of support and considered the policy'L
adequacy for informing research users of all sources
of funding.

-- Determined the disposition of income from the sale of
research papers prepared under'the grants.

-- Determined whether the salary paid the researcher wax
in accordance with the approved grant budgets and
whether the researcher's use of Federal employees as
consultants was in accordance with Foundation require-
ments.

We examined the Foundation's project records for the
grants and the grantee's records at the George Washington
University. We also interviewed present and past Foundation
officials responsible for administering the grants, the prin-
cipal investigator, grant officials at the university, and
Treasury Department officials about matters related to its
cost sharing on the renewal grant,

2
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The Foundation funded the grants under the authority ofthe National Science Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1361et seq.), as amended, which authorizes the Foundation to ini-tiate and support (1) basic scientific research, (2) appliedresearch, and (3) programs to increase research potentialthrough contracts or other forms of assistance, such asgrants. The grants were awarded and administered by theFoundation's Office of Energy R&D Policy.

The Office was created in the summer of 1973, when Re-organization Plan No. 1 abolished the Office of Science andTechnology and the Foundation's Director was assigned theadditional responsibilities of serving as the President's
Science Adviser. The major purpose of the Office of EnergyR&D Policy was to provide the Director, in his role asScience Adviser, an independent source of advice and analysisof energy research and development and other energy-related
programs for use by the Executive Office of the President.The Office was also responsible for gathering a wide rangeof information and advice in energy-related matters and en-hancing the Foundation Director's capability to respond ef-
fectively to other requests for policy analyses of energy
issues.

The Office was part of the Foundation Director's officeuntil July 1975, when it began reporting to the Foundation'snewly established Directorate 1/ for Scientific, Technologicaland International Affairs. In February 1976 its functionswere placed in the Division of Policy Research and Analysiswithin the Directorate and .:he Office was abolished.

Funding for the Office and its successor totaled over$9 million from its inception in 197,3 through August 15,
1976. During this period about 123 grants, renewals, andcontracts were funded in support of research activities.One of these projects was the "Energy Policy Problems" grants,which grew out of an unsolicited proposal sent to the Founda-tion by the George Washington University. Under the grantsthe principal investigator, Dr. William A. Johnson, was pri-marily to prepare a series of discussion papers about variousenergy issues, focusing primarily on Federal oil and gaspolicies. The initial Foundation grant of $60,000, made onSeptember 5, 1974, was to cover from September 1, 1974,through
August 31, 1975. On June 30, 175, the Foundation providedan additional $70,000 to support the project for another

1/The Foundation has six major organizational units (calleddirectorates) for carrying out its research activities.
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12-month period beginning September 1, 1975. This amount
included $20,000 transferred from the Treasury Department to
help support the project. As of January 7, 1977, the Founda-
tion was considering a June 19'6 request from the uiiversity
for an additional $35,000 to support the project for 12 more
months.

REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF THE
UNIVERSITY'S RESEARCH PROPOSAL
"ENERGY POLICY PROBLEMS"

There are no Foundation-wide written or formal proce-
dures governing the process for evaluating research proposals.
Each Foundation directorate has established its own proce-
dures to review and evaluate proposals. These procedures
vary within each directorate, but they are generally struc-
tured around and conform with requirements of the various
Foundation policy and instructional directives, such as
(1) Office of the Director staff memorandums, (2) Offic of
General Counsel bulletins, (3) Foundation circulars, and
(4) Foundation important notices, which concern various as-
pects of proposal evaluation and award of grants. The review
process common to each directorate for unsolicited research
proposals generally is as follows.

Unsolicited proposals are funding requests sent to the
Foundation largely on the proposers' initiative. Such pro-
posals are usually submitted in response to general Founda-
tion literature or as a result of personal contacts with the
Foundation's program officials. Proposals are prepared by
the principal investigator, approved by his sponsoring insti-
tution, and sent to the Foundation. Program managers respon-
sible for particular program areas, such as energy policy,
productivity, or computer science, review and evaluate the
proposals falling within their areas.

Generally, proposal review and evaluation involves the
following major steps: (1) initial determination whether the
proposal is potentially supportable, (2) formal review by the
program manager and others, usually outside peer reviewers,
(3) evaluation of the review comments and a determination by
the program manager to recommend or decline funding of the
proposal. (The Foundation decides whether a proposal will
be funded.) The program manager's evaluation and recommenda-
tion to fund the proposal are subject to review by the sec-
tion head, division director, and the assistant director in
charge of the directorate. Grants are made to the sponsor-
ing institution to support a specific project proposed by an
investigator.

4
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All awards must be approved by the Foundation's Director

or his designee and the Grants and Cntracts Officer. Awards

involving expenditures of at least $500,000 in a year or at

least $2 million in total must also be approved by the Na-

tional Science Board. Projects are generally funded annually.

Renewal proposals requesting additional support usually

undergo a similar review process.

At the time the university's research grants were

awarded, the Office of Energy R&D Policy was not part of a

research directorate and did not have written procedures or

uniform practices governing the review and evaluation of re-

search proposals. The review methods used were selected by

the program manager responsible for the subject area of the

proposal. For some proposals, the Foundation's traditional
peer review system of using outside reviewers was used. For

other proposals, where the information was needed to quickly

respond to other agency requests for policy information, the

traditional system was considered too slow and the proposals

were reviewed internally by the Office staff.

Origin and contents of
initial university proposal

According to Dr. Johnscn and the individual who was the

Office's Deputy Director in 1974, they had a preliminary
discussion in May 1974, after which Dr. Johnson furnished

the Office with a description of the research grant he was

seeking.

By letter dated June 19, 1974, the Office advised

Dr. Johnson that, as previously discussed, his grant proposal

should provide for consultation and engaging in discussions
with Foundation staff, including maintaining contact with the

staff about energy-related issues. As stated in the letter,

his primary task would be to prepare a series of papers on a

wide range of topics, drawing upon his experiences in the

Federal Energy Office and the Treasury Department and from

his independent research. The letter suggested certain
topics for submission to the Office, including:

--Problems of State and local participation in energy

resource development.

-- Policies essential to achieving reasonable U.S. self-

sufficiency in energy by 1980; some problems confront-

ing Project Independence.
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-- Use of incentives to the private sector for developing
energy resources.

-- Ability of the Federal bureaucracy to conceive a na-
tional energy policy.

-- Problems in U.S.-Canadian energy relations.

The letter stated that other topics could be pursued if the
Foundacion agreed to them.

The proposal submitted to the Office on July 22, 1974,
consisted of 21 pages; 2 pages generally described the work
to be performed under the grant and identified five discussion
papers to be prepared; 11 pages contained outlines of the
five discussion papers; 1 page contained a grant budget; and
7 pages gave the background of the principal investigator.
The scope of the proposal essentially restated or refined the
contents of the June 19, 1974, preliminary letter from the
Office. The proposal provided f a series of discussion
papers on a wide range of energy issues, focusing primarily
on Federal gas and oil policies. The proposal specifically
identified the five toplos stated in the June 19, 1974, pre-
liminary letter as topics of papers to be prepared. The pro-
posal also called for mutual agreement about papers on other
topics to be prepared, and it identified several possible
topics not included in the preliminary letter. The proposal
also provided for consultation and ongoing contact with the
Office about energy-related issues, as provided for in the
letter.

Review of the initial proposal

The Foundation uses various procedures in deciding
whether to fund the proposed research project. A widely
used procedure involves soliciting written comments by mail
from outsiders in academic institutions, government, and in-
dustry who are experts in the area covered by the proposal.
These experts are the "peers" of the investigator whose pro-
posal is being considered, and the solicitation of their
views as input in evaluating the proposal is called the mail
peer review system.

When the initial proposal was reviewed, there were no
Foundation-wide criteria or procedures governing the use of
mail peer review, the selection of peer reviewers, or the
number to be used. Although each directorate used mail peer
review to evaluate proposals, decisions as to the use of the
system were made by responsible program managers in accordance
with the generally accepted practice in each directorate.

6
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The FoundaLion's project folder for the grant showed
that the Office program manager selected three reviewers toevaluate the initial roposal in July 1974. Two of the re-
viewers were Foundation employees--one was from another
foundation directorate and had worked for Dr. Johnson at the
Federal Energy Office before joining the Foundation and onewas an Office of Energy R&D PolicyVistaff member--and the
other reviewer was from the academic community. In addition,
the program manager responsible for reviewing the proposal
had worked under Dr. Johnson at the Treasury Department.
When the proposal was submitted and was being processed, he
was on loan to the Foundation from Treasury.

One of the Foundation employees who acted as reviewers
had a masters in electrical engineering and a Ph.D. in plan-
ning theory and systems analysis; the other had a masters ingeology and a Ph.D. in mineral economics. The program manager
had a masters in mineral economics.

Since the work was going to be done over a 12-month
period, reviewer selection could have been expanded to include
& number of private and public organizations that might have
been interested in reviewing the proposal. Private organiza-
tions that might have been interested include the American
Gas Association, the American Petroleum Institute, oil market-
ing associations, and individual petroleum companies. On thepublic side, State and local agencies and a number of Federalagencies concerned with energy matters, such as the Depart-
ment of the Interior, Federal Power Commission, and Federal
Energy Administrations might have been interested.

Content and review of
grant renewal proposal

The renewal proposal that the university submitted tothe Foundation on May 5, 1975, consisted of nine pages:
five pages generally described the work to be done, includ-
ing summaries of five additional discussion papers to be
prepared; one page was a grant budget, and three pages con-
tained a progress report of work under the nitial grant.

The progress report said that the following five dis-
cussion papers had been prepared and submitted to the
Foundation:

-- "Trends in World Oil Prices and Production" (Oct. 8,
1974).
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